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Dear Sin 

This is in response to the outstanding OfRce Action, dated 06/17/2004, in the above- 
identified application. 

This Response is believed to be timely submitted. It is believed that no fee is due; however, 
in the event a fee is required, please charge the fee to Dqwsit Account No. 13-3723. 

Under the provisions of 37 CFR § M 36(a), Applicanl petitions to extend the period for 
filing a reply in the above-identified explication. The requested extension and ^>propriatc fee are 
as follows (check time p^od desired): 

Ki 37 CFR§ 1.17{aXl)-Extension within first month 

□ 37 CFR § 1 .17(a)(2) - Extension within second month 

□ 37 CFR § 1.17(a)(3) - Extension within thinl month 

□ 37 CFR § I,17(a)(4) - Extension within fouiA momh. 

Please charge any fee$ due, or credit any overpayment to Deposit Account No. 13-3723. 
One copy of this sheet marked duplicate is also enclosed. . 
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that an observer at or near the source of tb« light could detect the reflected light In other wordfi, 
the stnicture of Cbau would not be rctroreflective. 

Although Chau ct al, says that any type of surface topognq>hy can be used to make his 
reflective article, the reference provides no suggestion as to what type of surface topography is 
meant. This teaching is only a general statement and does nothing to suggest that a 
rctroreflective surfecc should be used. In fect^ it is submitted that the use of a retroreflective 
surface would not produce collimated light to the display as required by Chau. This is because 
the rctroreflective sur£u:c is a discontinuous surface. These discontinuities introduce 
interference patterns into the reflected light that would reduce the collimation of light returned to 
the display. This is contrary to the goal of Chau. Consequently, the combination suggested by 
the Examiner would not be appropriates. 

It is noted that the Examiner has not provided any specific support for the rejection of 
claims 16-2 1 or 36-37. Applicants submit that these claims are each pat^table over the 
combination of references relied upon for additional reasons. Specifically, the Applicant submits 
that each of these claims add limitations that are neither disclosed in, nor suggested by; either of 
the references. 

ia view of the above, it is submitted that the application is in condition for allowance. 
Reconsideration of the application is requested. 

Allowance of all pending claims at an early date is solicited. 



Respectftilly submitted. 
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